
PLANNING AND RIGHTS OF WAY COMMITTEE

Report of: Director of Development

Date:                   1 August 2017

Application No.: 16/1148/PA

Proposal: Outline planning permission for one dwelling (matter of 
access for determination)

Location: Leonardston Hall, Leonardston Road, LLANSTADWELL, 
Milford Haven, Pembrokeshire, SA73 1EP

Applicant: Mr and Mrs Kersey

THIS APPLICATION WAS REPORTED TO THE COMMITTEE OF 4 JULY 2017 
WHERE A DECISION WAS DEFERRED AS MEMBERS WERE MINDED TO 
APPROVE THE APPLICATION CONTRARY TO THE POLICIES OF THE LOCAL 
DEVELOPMENT PLAN.

Preamble   

Members indicated that they were minded to approve the application               
against the officer recommendation at the Planning and Rights of Way 
(PROW) Committee meeting on 4 July 2017.  This report explains the 
implications for the Local Development Plan (LDP) and the options which need 
to be considered should Members be minded to approve the proposal contrary 
to the policies of the LDP. The evaluation from the report prepared for 4th July 
2017 Committee follows the section of the report dealing with the implications 
of an approval for the LDP.

1. Recommendation:

It is recommended that the application be REFUSED for the following reason:

1.1 The proposed development would conflict with the Council's restraint strategy 
on new housing in the countryside. The proposal fails to accord with policy 
GN.26 (Residential Development) given that the site is located outside of any 
settlement boundary and it does not fall within any of the policy exceptions that 
allow residential development outside of settlement boundaries. As such, it 
would represent an unsustainable form of development that would conflict with 
policies SP 1 (Sustainable Development), SP 16 (The Countryside), GN.1 
(General Development Policy), GN.26 (Residential Development) and GN.29 



(Exception Sites for Local Needs Affordable Housing) of the Local 
Development Plan for Pembrokeshire (adopted 28 February 2013).

___________________________________________________________________

2. Main Issues

2.1 The main issues raised by this application are:

 The acceptability of the principle of development (Policies SP 1, SP 12, 
SP 16 GN.1, GN.26 and GN.29)

 The effect of the development on highway safety (Policy GN.1)
 Whether there are any material considerations to justify a departure 

from the development plan policies.
 

3. Description of site   

3.1 The application site comprises an irregular shaped parcel of land currently 
occupied and grazed by deer. It is located to the north of the existing pond and 
garden area associated with Leonardston Hall. The site is located to the south 
west and across the existing minor road from the small linear settlement 
known as Mascle Bridge. To the west of the site is open countryside and to the 
east and across the minor road is Leonardston Farm and three recently 
constructed dwellings. There is currently a 2m high fence forming the northern 
boundary of the site beyond which is a stone wall which currently fronts the 
highway.

4. Proposal

4.1 The application is for outline planning permission for the erection of one 
dwelling. All matters are reserved except for access which is for consideration 
at this outline stage. An indicative layout plan has been provided which 
includes the following scale parameters:

Length: Minimum 15.0m and Maximum 16.0m
Width: Minimum 5.8m and Maximum 9.7m
Height: Minimum 4.6m and Maximum 7.1m

The maximum scale parameters are indicative of a large, two storey dwelling.

4.2 The access to the dwelling is proposed to utilise the existing northern access to 
Leonardston Hall directly off the minor road.

5. Planning History

5.1 Outline application for a dwelling (reference 09/0534/PA) refused for the 
following reason on 29th December 2009:
“The proposed development would not be development within a settlement and 
would not be rounding off or infilling in a settlement without a settlement 
boundary.  It represents sporadic development in the countryside.  As such, it 
would be contrary to the requirements of Policy 46 (Settlement Boundaries), 
Policy 47 (Housing Development at Settlements without a Settlement 



Boundary) and Policy 48 (Housing Development in the Countryside) of the 
adopted Joint Unitary Development Plan for Pembrokeshire.”

5.2 Planning permission granted for the change of use from a garage to storage 
room for frozen food (reference D2/81/715) on 18th August 1981. 
The following condition is relevant:
Condition 3 of planning permission D2/81/715 states the following: “The 
permission shall operate solely for the benefit of Mr. Hier and his business as a 
mobile fish and chip operator and should his interest in that business or in this 
property cease, the use hereby permitted shall be terminated and the garage, 
the subject of this permission, shall revert to private domestic use in 
connection with Leonardston House, Neyland, unless otherwise agreed in 
writing by the Local Planning Authority. Reason: To enable the Local Planning 
Authority to retain control of the development and to ensure that it remains 
compatible with its surroundings.”

6. Evaluation 

Background to the Local Development Plan and its Strategy

6.1 This section of the report sets out the background to the strategy in the LDP, 
the settlement hierarchy and options which need to be considered should 
members be minded to approve this application contrary to the LDP.  

6.2 Section 38(6) of the 2004 Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act enshrines 
the special position of the development plan: “If regard is to be had to the 
Development Plan for the purpose of any determination to be made under the 
Planning Acts the determination must be made in accordance with the plan 
unless material considerations indicate otherwise”. The LDP underwent formal 
consultation and examination by an independently appointed Planning 
Inspector. In developing the LDP the Authority had to demonstrate that it 
complied with a number of tests including accordance with national planning 
policy and compliance with sustainability appraisal legislation and EU strategic 
environmental assessment regulations.

6.3 The LDP identifies land for 5,700 dwellings (including 980 affordable homes). 
The strategy of the LDP is for growth to be split 60:40 for urban and rural 
areas. During development of the LDP a settlement hierarchy approach was 
identified as being the best method for ensuring that development in rural 
areas was directed to the most sustainable locations, with a good range of 
services. This approach reflects national planning policy guidance (Planning 
Policy Wales (PPW) Edition 9, paragraph 9.2.9). 

6.4 A weighting mechanism was used to score a community’s service provision. A 
range of services were assessed including: primary schools, community halls, 
shops, post offices, GP surgeries, pharmacies, pubs, bus services, train 
services and various types of open space provision.  The facilities assessment 
also assessed whether or not a connection to a mains sewerage system was 
available. A significant aspect of the LDP’s strategy is the identification of Local 
Villages (Small and Large). In Small Local Villages, the only form of new 
housing development permitted is for local needs affordable housing because 



the justification for permitting new development is to support the social and 
cultural fabric of the community. In Large Local Villages, housing development 
is only considered justified where it would result in a considerable contribution 
to affordable housing. As well as the Settlement Hierarchy approach, the Plan 
uses Settlement Boundaries to ensure that the Strategy does not result in 
adverse landscape impacts from sporadic development and to identify whether 
or not a physical grouping of buildings is actually a settlement in policy terms.

6.5 The need for affordable housing across Pembrokeshire was also a key issue 
which impacted on the development of the strategy of the LDP.  The level of 
need for affordable housing is still acute.  Over 2000 people on the Common 
Housing Register in October 2014 were identified as being in need of 
affordable housing.  This background led to the development of policy GN.28 
(Local Needs Affordable Housing) which requires that all new housing 
developments contribute towards affordable housing.

6.6 The application site is not located within any designated settlement boundary 
in the LDP, however, the nearest settlement is Mascle Bridge which is classed 
as a Large Local Village. Due to the more limited level of service provision 
available in such settlements, large local villages such as Mascle Bridge are 
not expected to accommodate significant levels of development during the plan 
period. Under the strategy of the LDP, in large local villages all proposals for 
residential development of 2 or more dwellings are required to provide an on-
site element of Local Needs Affordable Housing.

6.7 Residential development in this location could lead to consequential proposals 
which collectively would compromise the strategy of the LDP. Annual 
Monitoring takes place to ensure that development takes place in accordance 
with the strategy of the LDP and is delivered in line with the settlement 
hierarchy. 

6.8 The Annual Monitoring Report (AMR) (and performance against key LDP 
monitoring targets) is likely to be used as the basis for judging the overall 
performance of a Local Planning Authority (LPA). The 2015 Planning Act gives 
the Minister new powers to intervene in “poor performing” LPAs.

National Planning Policy and Guidance

6.9 National Planning Policy and Guidance can be considered a material 
consideration in determining a planning application.  Extracts of national 
planning policy and guidance considered relevant to this application are 
included below:

Paragraph 9.3.2 of PPW  allows for “Sensitive infilling of small gaps within 
small groups of houses, or minor extensions to groups, in particular for 
affordable housing to meet local need, may be acceptable, though much will 
depend upon the character of the surroundings and the number of such groups 
in the area”. 

This paragraph cannot be used as a material consideration as the LDP was 
prepared in the light of this guidance and paragraph 6.110 of the LDP states 



that such infilling will only be accepted within Settlement Boundaries. 

Paragraph 9.1.2 of PPW states that “Local planning authorities should promote 
sustainable residential environments, avoid large housing areas of 
monotonous character and make appropriate provision for affordable housing.
(Affordable housing is defined in 9.2.14.)”

Paragraph 4.2.3 of Technical Advice Note (TAN) 6 – planning for Sustainable 
Rural Communities “In smaller settlements and clusters, planning authorities 
should proactively engage with the local community and rural housing enablers 
to bring forward sites for affordable homes to meet local needs”.

Other considerations

Affordable Housing

6.10 The cumulative impact of the development of individual plots is not to be 
underestimated.  The Annual Monitoring Report (AMR) monitors the spatial 
distribution of development in accordance with the strategy of the LDP and 
reports each year on the number of units permitted in countryside locations, 
and the number of units permitted for affordable housing.

6.11 If Members are minded to approve this application, there are 3 potential 
options available.  These are outlined below. 

6.12 Option 1 - Local Needs Affordable Housing
A proposal for Local Needs Affordable Housing in this location would conflict 
with the policies of the LDP identified in the Officer’s report (4 July 2017 – 
paragraphs 6.24 – 6.27 below). Such a proposal would however comply with 
the strategic affordable housing policy of the LDP (SP 8 Affordable Housing 
Target), which seeks to maximise delivery of affordable housing provided it 
was restricted to use as an affordable dwelling. Whilst the proposal would 
accord with PPW and TAN 6 with regards to delivery of affordable housing, the 
LDP is clear in paragraph 6.110 that infilling development only applies within 
settlement boundaries (including for large and small local villages). Should a 
proposal for Local Needs Affordable Housing be supported, a section 106 legal 
agreement would be required to ensure that the dwelling would be built for the 
exclusive occupation of local people in need of affordable homes. 
Notwithstanding the above and whilst not explicitly stated in the application, the 
agent has indicated that it is the applicant who intends to occupy the property. 
Given that the applicant is not in housing need, this option would not be 
possible in these circumstances.

6.13 Option 2 – Open market dwelling with commuted sum
A proposal for an open market dwelling with a commuted sum in respect of 
Local Needs Affordable Housing would be contrary to the policies of the LDP 
identified in the Officer’s report (4 July 2017 – paragraphs 6.24 – 6.27 below). 
Provision of a commuted sum would ensure that the proposal would comply 
with policy SP 8 and policy GN.28. 

6.14 Option 2a – 100% commuted sum



As set out in paragraph 6.12 above, the applicant is not in housing need and is 
seeking to occupy the property, therefore a local needs affordable dwelling 
would not be appropriate in these circumstances. As such, should Member’s 
be minded to approve a proposal for an open market dwelling with a commuted 
sum, the first option should be for an open market dwelling with a 100% 
commuted sum affordable housing contribution, equating to £50,875. This 
would need to be secured by an undertaking or legal agreement pursuant to 
section 106 of the 1990 Planning Act to ensure that the relevant commuted 
sum was provided.

6.15 Option 2b – 50% commuted sum 
Open market dwellings are permitted in Local Villages which are classed as 
Large Local Villages. In this type of settlement any residential development is 
only justified where it would result in a considerable contribution to affordable 
housing. This figure has been set at a 50% requirement which equates to a 
commuted sum of £25,437.50 (established in adopted Supplementary Planning 
Guidance on Affordable Housing). Should a proposal for an open market 
dwelling with a commuted sum be supported and Members consider that 
option 2a is not appropriate then a further option would be a commuted sum 
equivalent to that required for a site in a Large Local Village. An undertaking or 
legal agreement pursuant to section 106 of the 1990 Planning Act would be 
required to ensure that such a commuted sum was provided. The owner of the 
site has submitted a completed and signed unilateral undertaking agreeing to 
pay the commuted sum amount of £25,437.50.

Scale parameters

6.16 The application is for outline planning permission with the matter of access for 
determination at this outline stage only. The matters of scale, layout, 
appearance and landscaping are reserved. Notwithstanding this, a plan has 
been submitted which provides an indicative layout of the proposed site and 
scale parameters for the length, width and height of the proposed dwelling.

6.17 The scale parameters provided are as follows:

Length: Minimum 15.0m and Maximum 16.0m
Width: Minimum 5.8m and Maximum 9.7m
Height: Minimum 4.6m and Maximum 7.1m

6.18 During the Committee of 4 July 2017, Members were minded to approve the 
application subject to the height of the dwelling being reduced to single storey. 
However, Members should note that the maximum scale parameters provided 
would allow the development of a large, two storey dwelling with a potential 
footprint of approximately 160 square metres. Furthermore, if the dwelling were 
to be built to the maximum scale parameter for height (7.1m) the potential total 
floorspace for the dwelling would be approximately 320 square metres. 

6.19 With this in mind, there are two potential options available. These are outlined 
below.



6.20 Option 1 - Revise scale parameters 

The scale parameters could be revised via a suitably worded condition to be 
included in any outline planning permission. Typical scale parameters for the 
height of a single storey dwelling without accommodation in the roof space 
would be 4.5m – 5.0m. Typical scale parameters for the height of a single 
storey dwelling with accommodation to be provided in the roof space would be 
5.0 – 6.5m. However, only reducing the scale parameters for height would still 
allow for a property with a substantial footprint (approximately 160 square 
metres).

6.21 Option 2 - Accept the scale parameters as submitted

As highlighted above the maximum scale parameters as submitted would allow 
for the development of a two storey property with a footprint of 160 square 
metres and a potential total floor space of approximately 320 square metres. If 
Members are minded to approve the application as submitted, a condition 
could be included requiring the dwelling to be built in accordance with the scale 
parameters as detailed on the indicative layout plan.

Summary

6.22 Development proposals should be determined in accordance with the 
development plan, however weight may be given to other material 
considerations, including national policy. Should Members be minded to 
approve this application, officer’s recommend that option 1 is considered as the 
most suitable option which would ensure compliance with the broad strategic 
aims of the LDP and is supported by national planning policy. Should Members 
be minded to approve this application contrary to the recommendation for 
refusal in section 1 of this report, the departure from policy is such that it will be 
necessary for the application to be reported to Council for a decision. The 
departure is not one which requires referral to Welsh Government (WG). In 
these circumstances, Members would need to provide reasons for approving 
the application contrary to the Policies contained in the LDP and the Officer’s 
recommendation.

Conditions

6.23 For any approval, conditions would be required in respect of the standard 
outline planning conditions, development in accordance with approved plan for 
access, scale parameters, visibility splay and surface water disposal details to 
be submitted for approval.

The acceptability of the principle of development

6.24 The application site is located outside the defined settlement boundary for the 
nearest settlement, Mascle Bridge, a large local village as defined in the Local 
Development Plan (LDP) settlement hierarchy (Policy SP 12 (The Settlement 
Hierarchy). The site is therefore classed as a countryside location in planning 
policy terms.



6.25 Policy SP 16 (The Countryside) aims to allow the essential requirements of 
people who live and work in the countryside to be met whilst protecting the 
natural and built environment. This policy also identifies the types of 
development that will be promoted in the countryside. The proposed 
development would result in some adverse effect on the natural and built 
environment associated with a new building in the countryside, which does not 
comprise one of the forms of development which is promoted. As such the 
proposal is contrary to the strategic aims of policy SP 16, and the strategy of 
the LDP which seeks to protect the character of the countryside and to secure 
sustainable patterns of development.

6.26 As the application site is located outside of any defined settlement boundary it 
is contrary to Policy GN.26 (Residential Development) and Policy GN.29 
(Exception Sites for Affordable Housing) as it does not fall within any of the 
exceptions that allow residential development outside settlements. The 
proposed development would not comprise the replacement or subdivision of 
an existing dwelling, the conversion of an historic building, a rural enterprise 
worker’s dwelling or an affordable dwelling on an exception site.

6.27 With regard to the strategic objectives of Policy SP 1 (Sustainable 
Development) which requires proposals to demonstrate how positive 
economic, social and environmental impacts will be achieved and adverse 
impacts minimised, the development would be located in open countryside. As 
such, the proposed dwelling would be in an unsustainable location with limited 
access to services. The scheme therefore fails to comply with the objectives of 
Policy SP 1.

The effect of the development on highway safety

6.28 The matter of access is for determination at this outline stage and the plans 
propose that the site would be accessed via the existing northern access for 
Leonardston Hall. The use of this access for a new dwelling is considered to be 
acceptable in principle and an appropriate level of off road parking could be 
achieved within the site.

6.29 The Head of Highways and Construction has no objection to the proposed 
access arrangements however has recommended that a condition requiring a 
visibility splay to the east of the access should be included in any planning 
permission. The eastern visibility splay could be provided entirely on land 
within the application site. If Members are minded to approve the application a 
condition requiring the visibility splay to be provided and retained could be 
included in any planning permission. 

6.30 The proposal is considered to accord with the relevant criterion of Policy GN.1 
of the LDP in respect of highway safety

Other matters

Affordable housing



6.31 Should the principle of residential development be considered to be acceptable 
in this location the proposal would need to comply with policy GN.28 (Local 
Needs Affordable Housing).This policy requires that all new housing 
developments make a contribution towards the provision of local needs 
affordable housing, either on site or through a commuted sum.  Whilst criteria 
1-3 of the policy specifically relates to new residential development within 
settlements, there is an acute need for affordable housing identified in the LDP 
and therefore there is justification for affordable housing provision/contributions 
on sites outside settlements. The plans do not show the provision of an 
affordable unit on site however a unilateral undertaking has been submitted by 
the applicant that would secure a financial contribution towards the provision of 
affordable housing in line with the relevant contribution applicable for new 
residential development in large local villages. Little weight can be given to the 
unilateral undertaking due to the policy conflict identified in paragraphs 6.24 – 
6.27. 

Drainage

6.32 The application is for outline planning permission with the matter of layout 
reserved. Notwithstanding this, the application form indicates that foul drainage 
would be to the existing mains sewer which would be acceptable and surface 
water drainage to a soakaway and the existing pond.  

6.33 The Council Drainage Engineer has commented that whilst surface water 
drainage to a soakaway would be an acceptable method of surface water 
drainage, disposal to an existing watercourse would not. It would appear that 
there is enough space within the site to accommodate surface water drainage 
in the form of a soakaway. Therefore, a condition requiring full details of the 
proposed surface water drainage method, including the necessary tests on 
ground conditions, would be required should the development be considered 
acceptable in principle. The proposal would therefore accord with Policy GN.1 
of the LDP in respect of service infrastructure.

Representations

6.34 A local resident has raised concern regarding the principle of the proposed 
development and highway safety. The concerns raised are addressed in the 
preceding sections of the report.

Other material considerations

6.35 Planning Policy Wales (Edition 9 November 2016) allows for sensitive infilling 
of small gaps within small groups of dwellings or minor extensions to groups of 
dwellings. However, paragraph 6.110 of the supporting text of Policy GN.26 
makes it clear that within the LDP such infilling would only be accepted within 
settlement boundaries. The settlement hierarchy specifically identifies large 
and small local settlements in order to allow infilling and rounding off. As 
previously stated in paragraphs 6.24 – 6.27, the site is located outside any 
settlement boundary and the proposed development is not considered to 
represent infill development as defined in either national or local policy.



6.36 The applicant’s agent has referred to Chapter 4 of Planning Policy Wales 
(Edition 9 November 2016) in their supporting statement, specifically 
paragraph 4.9 which provides the definition for Previously Developed Land 
(PDL). PDL is defined as that which is or was occupied by a permanent 
structure (excluding agricultural or forestry buildings) and associated fixed 
infrastructure. The curtilage of the development is included, as are defence 
buildings, and land used for mineral extraction and waste disposal where 
provision for restoration has not been made through development 
management procedures. Excluded from the definition of PDL are the 
following:

 Land and buildings currently in use for agricultural or forestry purposes;
 Land in built up areas which has not been developed previously, for 

example parks, recreation grounds and allotments, even though these 
areas may contain certain urban features such as paths pavilions and 
other buildings;

 Land where the remains of any structure or activity have blended into 
the landscape over time so that they can reasonably be considered part 
of the natural surroundings;

 Previously developed land the nature conservation value of which could 
outweigh the re-use of the site; and 

Previously developed land subsequently put to an amenity use.

6.37 The applicant’s agent considers that the site falls within the definition of PDL 
given the planning history and alleged current use of the site as residential 
curtilage and also the existence of a floor slab of a former building.

6.38 The former building, which was originally a garage, was granted planning 
permission (Council reference D2/81/715) for the change of use to a storage 
room for frozen food on 18th August 1981. The permission was granted subject 
to a condition requiring the use of the building solely for Mr Hier, the operator 
of a mobile fish and chip business. The condition also required that should Mr 
Hier’s interest in the fish and chip business or the building cease that the use 
of the building would revert back to a garage associated with the private 
domestic use of Leonardston House.

6.39 The building ceased to exist approximately 36 years ago and there is only 
limited evidence of a floor slab still remaining with the majority now covered by 
grass. Since the building ceased to exist the site has been used for the grazing 
of deer for approximately 16 years. Given the length of time since planning 
permission was granted and the fact that the building no longer exists it is 
considered that the land falls outside the definition of PDL. What remains of the 
slab of the building has blended into the landscape and it can reasonably be 
considered part of the natural surroundings.

6.40 Furthermore, whilst the land is in the ownership of the occupants of 
Leonardston Hall it is considered that the site does not form part of the 
residential curtilage of that property. In addition, the site is not used as 
residential curtilage and has not been in the recent past based on the 
information provided.



6.41 Therefore, it is considered that the application site does not fall within the 
definition of Previously Developed Land (Section 4.9, Figure 4.4 Planning 
Policy Wales Edition 9, November 2016). As such the proposed re-use of this 
land for residential purposes outside of any settlement boundary would not be 
considered to promote the sustainability objectives which PPW seeks to 
achieve.

6.42 As such, it is considered that there are no material considerations with 
reference to national policy which would outweigh the conflict with the relevant 
policies of the LDP as set out above.

Conclusion

6.43 The proposal for residential development in a countryside location is contrary 
to policies SP 1, SP 16, GN.1 and GN.26 and GN.29 of the LDP and the 
proposal would create an unjustified visual intrusion into the countryside and 
would represent an unsustainable form of development by reason of the 
absence of local services and facilities. Whilst residential development exists in 
the locality, this has been established through policies of the previous 
Development Plan. The proposal would not constitute appropriate infilling as 
set out in both national and local planning policy and similarly it is considered 
that the site does not meet the definition of PDL. As such, there are no material 
considerations which would outweigh the identified conflict with the policies of 
the Development Plan.  

6.44 In reaching a recommendation, regard has been given to the requirements of 
sections 3 and 5 of the Well Being of Future Generations (Wales) Act 2015. It 
is considered that this recommendation is in accordance with the Act’s 
sustainable development principle through its contribution towards the Welsh 
Ministers’ well-being objective of supporting safe, cohesive and resilient 
communities.

Annex 

A.1 The Development Plan/Other Material Considerations.

A.1.1 The Local Development Plan

Policy SP 1 Sustainable Development

Policy SP 12 The Settlement Hierarchy

Policy SP 16 The Countryside

Policy GN.1 General Development Policy

Policy GN.26 Residential Development

Policy GN.28 Local Needs Affordable Housing 



Policy GN.29 Exception Sites for Local Needs Affordable
 Housing

A.1.2 Material Considerations/ Weight Attached

Planning Policy Wales (Edition 9 November 2016)

Significant weight

Affordable Housing Supplementary Planning Guidance (SPG)

Limited weight

Submitted Unilateral Undertaking

Little weight

A.2 Consultation Responses.

A.2.1 Head of Highways and Construction

Highways

No objection subject to conditions

Drainage 

No objection

A.2.2 Council Landscape Officer

No objection

A.2.3 Council Ecologist

No objection

A.2.4 Llanstadwell Community Council 

No objection

A.2.5 Representations

1 representation has been received raising the following concerns:
- The granting of planning permission to build on land outside the 

settlement boundary will lead to ribbon development from 
Mascle Bridge to Llandstadwell;

- The capacity of the local highway network to accommodate 
additional residential development and related highway safety 
and parking concerns;

- The use of a building that previously occupied the site as a food 



store does not constitute a good reason for the use of the site 
for residential purposes.

Background Documents:
(Copies of all the Background documents referred to in this report are available on the 
planning application file for inspection by Members of the Planning and Rights of Way 
Committee on request to the Planning Support Team).
 Consultation replies from Head of Highways and Construction - Highways, 

Drainage Engineer, Council’s Ecologist, Council’s Landscape Officer, 
Llanstadwell Community Council, 1 letter of representation, Unilateral 
Undertaking and Certificate of Title.


